The Journal of Emergency Primary Health Care (JEPHC) is a subscription free, peerreviewed online publication, intended to promote the publication of emergency primary health care research covering original studies, editorials and reviews. 
Introduction
The Journal of Emergency Primary Health Care (JEPHC) is administered and published by Monash University Department of Community Emergency Health and Paramedic Practice in partnership with the Australian College of Ambulance Professionals (ACAP). Launched in 2002, the journal is a subscription free, peer-reviewed online publication intended to promote active participation in emergency primary health care research for the publication of important studies, editorials and reviews which are often undisclosed due to limited publishing space in more established peer-reviewed medical journals. 1 In addition to JEPHC, ACAP also publishes RESPONSE magazine, which is a non peer-reviewed print publication, circulated to ACAP members on a quarterly basis.
As the mission of JEPHC is to provide a forum for the promotion of quality research in emergency primary health care, the development of publishing standards and quality content have been a priority of JEPHC management committee 2 since the journal's inception. The distribution and analysis of annual Readers' Surveys has assisted in setting the basis for change.
The objective of this study was to provide the journal's Editorial Team and Management Committee with results from the survey to assist future planning.
Methods
The 2006 online surveys ran for a period of twelve weeks on the journal's website, and inclusion criteria were all visitors who had access to the survey during the time that it was available. There were no exclusion criteria.
A survey consisting of 22 multiple selection and closed (yes/no) questions, was utilised to gain the required information. Participants were also invited to volunteer additional comments in selected areas if desired.
Descriptive data analysis was undertaken using SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences Version 14.0, SPSS Inc., Chicago, Illinios, U.S.A.). Additional statistics, including proportional differences were undertaken using EpiCalc 2000 (Version 1.02, Brixton Books, 1998).
Descriptive statistics were used to summarise the data, and differences in proportions were used to compare the 2004 and 2006 cohorts. The results are considered statistically significance if the P value is < 0.05, and all confidence intervals (CI) are 95%.
Results
One hundred respondents from national and international locations completed the 2006 online survey.
Profiles of Respondents
Thirty-nine percent (n=42) of respondents in both surveys were identified as ACAP members whose current primary involvement was as an Ambulance Professional (see Table 1 ). The only statistically significant difference between the two surveys was the "No Response". The current level of practice of the respondents is listed in Table 2 . The only statistically significant difference between the two surveys was the "No Response". Table 3 identifies other visitors who are not ambulance professionals, but who undertook the survey. "Other professional role" and "not disclosed" were the only statistically significant responses. To obtain an overview of readers located in other professions, respondents in the 2006 survey who selected "other professional role" were invited to specify their roles. These included naval medical staff, fire fighters, student nurses and prehospital physicians. Given the broad range of professionals who may be representative of regular visitors to the journal, the provision of editiorial content which is particularly relevant to those professionals, may be of value. (Table 4) indicates an increase in those visiting JEPHC to find research articles. This result was statistically significant. Similar increases are seen in "Find information of interest", "Check for new content", and "Searching past issues". "Check for new content" was statistically significant, while remaining results were not statistically significant. The inclusion of open ended questions to define the perceived quality of JEPHC compared to other prehospital and scientific journals, may have rendered a more accurate representation of the respondents' definitions of quality in this part of the survey.
Differences between JEPHC and RESPONSE
To determine factors that could identify the presence of confusion between the peer-reviewed JEPHC and non peer-reviewed RESPONSE, the 2006 survey invited respondents to answer the question "Are you aware that RESPONSE is a separate ACAP publication to JEPHC?". Sixty-six percent (n=66) of respondents were familiar with RESPONSE magazine and the same percentage of respondents indicated that they were aware that the two publications were separate entities. Fifty-five percent (n=55) of respondents identified differences in content between JEPHC, and RESPONSE. Twenty-seven percent (n=15) of those respondents provided additional comments regarding observable differences and expressed that JEPHC was more "academic" "clinical" or "scientific" and RESPONSE was more of a "trade/general interest", "more practical magazine", "less academic" and "not peer-reviewed".
Potential Authors
To determine the interest of readers as potential authors, surveys in 2004 and 2006 asked respondents to indicate whether or not they would consider submitting an article to JEPHC. Results are shown in Table 7 . There was no statistically significant difference between the two years. 
Journal Impact Factor
Journal Impact Factor -a tool for ranking, evaluating, and comparing journals by measurement of the frequency with which the average article in a journal has been cited over a particular period of time 3 was perceived to be useful by 56% (n=56) of respondents. Fiftyone percent 51% (n=51) of respondents believed that the Journal Impact Factor is useful to their research and 49% were either unsure or did not believe it was useful to their research. Table 8 shows closed question responses to the question "Are you familiar with Journal Impact Factor?" and is followed in Table 9 with the question "Do you believe that the Journal Impact Factor is useful to your research?" Both questions not only have a bearing on the rationale for obtaining a Journal Impact Factor for JEPHC, but also indicate whether potential authors perceive such standards to be of value to their research in the context of academic productivity. Journal Impact Factor is of significant importance to the JEPHC Management Committee, both in terms of identifying future standards and priorities of JEPHC, and in particular, the growing relationship of the Journal Impact Factor with academic merit. This marker may be important to academics in light of the Higher Education Research Data Collection, which uses the Journal Impact Factor as one of the key criteria (in addition to peer review) to measure the quality of journal publications, and to which Lundberg 4 interestingly attests as an approach which "does not deal with the broader question of academic productivity and merit in context". The results of the survey assist the JEPHC Editorial Team and Management Committee in determining the future direction of the journal. However, the study did not demonstrate any significant increase in the non-paramedic cohort, nor was there any change to the type of content retrieved from journal. In percentage terms the 2006 survey cohort indicated that JEPHC was better than other peer-reviewed journals, whilst the other responses showed little or no difference.
Discussion
Journal Impact Factor was not well understood by respondents and was of little importance to those respondents who were aware of it. This may change through time and influence if Australian academics and researchers select only those journals, which have a Journal Impact Factor, to enhance their academic standing.
The percentage increase of respondents in the 2006 survey, who would consider submitting an article to JEPHC for publication, may indicate that authors who are considering publishing in the scientific literature, may find it less daunting to submit an article to JEPHC than to other more established or 'better known' peer-reviewed scientific journals. However, further qualitative data is necessary to support this. Some of the open ended comments relating to reasons that respondents would not publish in JEPHC, may warrant consideration by the journal's Management Committee to commission articles of a tutorial nature or particular themes, which will encourage potential authors.
This study is potentially limited by lack of numbers and possible bias by those who volunteered to undertake the survey. The lack of numbers indicates that results are not a true representation of all readers of JEPHC and additionally, that some respondents may have chosen to participate in the survey for other reasons. For example, as an opportunity to voice opinions in other matters relating JEPHC, and not directly related to the survey questions.
Conclusion
As with the JEPHC visitors' survey of 2004, the 2006 respondents were predominantly paramedics who are still interested in peer-reviewed articles and case histories relevant to clinical practice in the prehospital setting. Further promotion of JEPHC to a wider area of emergency primary health professionals may be necessary to encourage new readers and participants in future surveys.
There is still the desire of many respondents to write for the journal but many suggest they do not know how. To meet this need, the journal may benefit from publishing a set of commissioned articles on how to write for a scientific journal.
While the study indicates that readers are aware of the peer review status and differences in content between JEPHC and RESPONSE magazine, there is no evidence to compare JEPHC with other prehospital journals in general. The inclusion of questions to identify this may be useful in future surveys.
Regular encouragement of feedback and participation from visitors to the JEPHC website may assist in identifying areas that are of most interest and value to readers, in support of future publications and to encourage potential authors. The use of short polls on the journal's website may also assist the Editorial Team in determining readers' views and opinions in consideration of current trends and future planning.
As the survey design and/or setting may have contributed to the low response rate, it may be advisable to consider alternative strategies to obtain a higher response rate in future. This may be assisted by piloting the survey in a variety of test settings, to identify strengths and weaknesses, and to provide a more objective indication of the most appropriate type of survey and setting.
